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Amendment 

Application No.; 09/852253 
Pa-el 

Attached hereto is a mdrked-up version of the changes made to the specification and claims by 
the current amendment The attached page is captioned 'Version with markings jo show 
cfa inges made. " 

REMARKS 

The issues in the official action mailed July 5, 2002 are addressed below in detail. 

Double Patenting 

Claims 1 , 4-6 and 9-27 were provisionally rejected under the judiciary created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 17-20 and 25- 
31 of copending Application No. 09/567,145. Claims 4-6 and 9-19 were rejected under the 
ju»licially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over 

clidms 1-16 of US 6060650. 

Applicant wishes to postpone the response to this rejection until the Other 

outstanding rejections are finalized 

§ 102 Rejections 

Claims 1 and 3 were rejected under § 102(b) as being anticipated by Petek (US 

2674912). 

In response, claim 1 has been amended to require that there only be two layers for 
ft e sound board, which is not taught in Petek, and claim 3 has been canceled. 

§1 03 Rejection. 

Claims 2, 7-8, 20-21 and 23-24 were rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being 
ui lpatejxtable over Petek in view of Sloane (Steel-String Guitar Construction). 

As mention above, claim 24 has been incorporated into claim 1 and ias such, now 
is incorporated into every claim. This element requires that the sound board comprises no more 
tt an two layers of wood. Although this rejection includes claim 24, nothing in the official action 
d s cusses the requirement of no more than two layers of wood. Still further, even if Sloane 
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suggested using two layers of wood, Petek teaches away from using two layers. 

The combination fails because Petek depends on having 3 layers. It would not 
have been obvious to make the combination because altering the invention of Petek by making 
tb: sound board therein two layers would frustrate the teachings in Petek. Petek is directed at 
providing "a sounding board or diaphragm with a large ratio of stiffiiess to weight" (col. 1, lines 
4-:5). This requires three layers. It is stated in the patent that "a composite sounding board 
having outer layers made of material with relatively high stiffiiess. . .and having an inner layer 
mide of a rdatively light-weight material" (col. 1, lines 48-42). The invention depends on layers 
having differing stresses, but requires that the outer layers be the same. Therefore, three 
la;*rs are required. It is stated in the patent that the outer layers "need not be of equal thickness 
or be made of the same kind of material if they have the same or similar characteristics." (See 
cel. 2, lines 13-16.) In order to create the effect the invention attempts to create it must have 
' ar other layer having a lower stiffiiess. Since the outer layers have to have the same 
ct aracteristics, three layers are requires. As such, the cited references can not be combined 
because it would not be obvious to do so. In fact, Petek teaches against it. Therefore, 
withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested 

Claims 22 and 26-27 were rejected under 35 USC §102 as being unpatentable 
o^er Petek in view of Sloane as applied to claims 1 , 20, 21 , 24 and 25 and further in view of 
Oehrlein. j 

Since this rejection is based on the rejection of claim 24, the present 1 rejection also 
feils because, as discussed above, claim 24 is not obvious as asserted- 
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The claims are now believed to be in condition for allowance. The prompt 


allowance of these claims is earnestly solicited 


Si dte 2000 
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Respectfully submitted, 
VIDAS, ARRETT & STE] 



D: tte: December 5, 2002 


William E. Anderson II 
Attorney Reg. No. 37,766 


12/03/02 20:24 FAX 95256330CW VIDAS ARRETT STEINKRAUS (&007 


Amendment 

Application No.: 09/852253 
PajeS 

Version with markings to show changes made 

In the Claims: i 

Please cancel claims 3 and 24. 

L 'Amended) An acoustic guitar, the guitar having a body having a soundboard, thd soundboard 
comprising a first layer and a second layer, both layers being bonded together, wherein the first 
ami second layers are made of different types nf wood, wherein the sound board comprises no 
m ore that two layers of wood bonded together . 

2. r Amended) The guitar of claim 1, the type of woods used to make the first and second layers 
be Jig chosen fiom the group consisting of spruces, [ceders] cedars, furs, pines, redWoods, maple, 
ko a, mahogany, [berch] birch and popple. 

7. (Amended) The guitar of claim 2, wherein the first layer comprises [ceder] cedar^and the 
se;ond layer comprises spruce. 

20 . (Amended) The guitar of claim 1 , the guitar having a sound box, a neck, a plurality of 
strings positioned above the sound board[, the improvement comprising a sound board 
comprising no more that two layers of wood bonded together], 

25 . (Amended) The acoustic guitar of claim [24] 1, wherein the two layers of wood are 
gtieid together. 

21 . (Amended) The guitar of claim [24] i, wherein the grain direction of the two layers of 
wood are in substantially parallel planes, running in substantially perpendicular directions. 
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